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District Judge. (CA-02-2-5)
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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.

Frank A. Balcar, Appellant Pro Se. Harry Fullerton Bell, Jr.

Wlliam L. Bands, BELL & BANDS, P.L.L.C., Charleston, West
Virginia; Charles M Love, II1l, D ana Leigh Johnson, BOALES, RICE
MCDAVI D, GRAFF & LOVE, P.L.L.C., Charleston, Wst Virginia, for

Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Frank A. Bal car appeals the district court's order inposing
nonetary sanctions against him Bal car has failed to properly
preserve the i ssue of sanctions for appeal by failing to all ege any
error by the district court in his informal brief. See 4th Cr. R
34(b). Accordingly, we affirm on the reasoning of the district

court. See Balcar v. Bell & Assoc., No. CA-02-2-5 (N.D.W Va. Apr.

4, 2003). In addition, we have reviewed Bal car’s response to our
order to show cause as to why he should not be sanctioned for
filing frivol ous appeals and enjoined fromfiling further actions
in this court unless he pays the sanctions and a district court
finds that the actionis not frivolous. W find his response fails
to show cause why sanctions and an injunction should not be
i nposed. We therefore grant Appellees’ notions for sanctions.
Accordi ngly, having filed nunerous frivol ous appeals in this court
from district court orders dismssing his civil conplaints as
frivolous and for failure to state a claim Balcar is sanctioned
$500 for filing frivol ous appeals and enjoined fromfiling further
actions in this court unless he pays the sanction and a district
court judge finds that the appeal is not frivolous. W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and ar gunent
woul d not aid the decisional process.
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